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June 1, 2020 
 
Honorable Gregg Hart, Chair 
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
c/o Clerk of the Board 
105 E. Anapamu Street, Room 407 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re:  June 2, 2020 Board of Supervisors Agenda 

Departmental Agenda Item No. 7, Cannabis Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
 
Honorable Chair Hart: 
 
The City of Carpinteria (“City”) strongly supports the County of Santa Barbara 
(“County”) Planning Commission’s (“Planning Commission”) recommendation to your 
Board of Supervisors (“Board”) to amend the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
(“CZO”) to:  
 

(1) Require a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for all cannabis cultivation and related on-
site processing activities; and  
 
(2) Amend Section 35-144U.C.6 of the CZO to change the development standard for 
odor abatement plans for cannabis activities such that odors generated by cannabis 
activities would: (a) Not be detrimental to the comfort, convenience, general welfare, 
health, and safety of the neighborhood; and (b) Would be compatible with the 
surrounding area.  

 
The City appreciates the Planning Commission’s thoughtful and careful examination of the 
myriad options considered over the course of multiple hearings for strengthening the County’s 
cannabis land use regulations. As you are aware, the City has repeatedly commented during 
public hearings before the Planning Commission and your Board about the ongoing impacts 
and land use compatibility conflicts occurring as a result of the proliferation of commercial 
cannabis activities in certain parts of the County, specifically the Carpinteria Valley. The 
Planning Commission’s recommendations identify and focus on key amendments to address 
these issues. The City of Carpinteria urges the Board to follow the recommendations of 
your Planning Commission and adopt the proposed Article II Ordinance Amendments 
as presented. 
 
The CUP is the appropriate permitting tool for commercial cannabis cultivation and related on-
site processing activities. The City recognizes that accommodating cannabis cultivation in the 
County is desirable and brings with it potential for a variety of benefits to the County. However, 
these potential benefits cannot and should not come at the expense of the safety, health, well-
being, quality of life, economic viability and/or property values of neighboring residents and 
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land uses. The CUP is intended specifically to address these types of uses during the 
land use permitting process. It would afford County decision makers the flexibility and 
discretion to tailor individual projects to their unique settings and constraints. The CUP 
would allow site-specific and project-specific factors to be taken into consideration when 
considering whether to approve a project subject to the required findings and, if approved, how 
to condition such a project to ensure ongoing consistency with those required findings. Further, 
the CUP process would equip County decision-makers with the tools to successfully address 
and resolve the types of nuisance and compatibility impacts that persist under the County’s 
current commercial cannabis regulatory program. 
 
The CUP process would also allow for clearer, and more equitable public participation. 
Noticed public hearings with agendas and staff reports publically posted in advance of the 
hearing to consider commercial cannabis permits, as compared to the current practice of 
considering land use permits or administrative coastal development permits at the staff level, 
would provide a more transparent process for affected constituents to follow and become 
involved in the permit review process. Further, considering that nearly every cannabis permit 
granted to date by the County has been appealed one or more times, requiring a CUP up front 
for all commercial cannabis cultivation activities has the potential to streamline the permitting 
process for everyone involved, including applicants. 
 
With respect to the Planning Commission’s recommended amendments to the odor abatement 
plan requirements, the City supports the proposed amended language, which would 
equip County decision-makers with a more robust and effective toolbox to address 
ongoing nuisance odors associated with commercial cannabis cultivation. County 
planning staff recently reported to the Planning Commission at their March 4, 2020 hearing 
that, “all growers in Carpinteria Valley purportedly have odor control.” Despite this 
announcement by staff, strong cannabis odors across parts of the Carpinteria Valley persist - 
confirming that the employed odor control systems have not been successful, and suggesting 
that the current “vapor phase” technologies many of the Carpinteria Valley cannabis growers 
claim to have employed are either not functioning correctly or are not sufficient to successfully 
capture and neutralize all cannabis odors escaping from large-scale cultivation and processing 
facilities.  
 
The odors remain so bad, in fact, that even County planning staff have acknowledged the 
problem in a memorandum dated May 7, 2020 from Director Plowman to the Carpinteria 
Cannabis Growers (copy attached), reminding them of their obligation to comply with the odor 
abatement plan requirements and warning the cultivators that if their odor abatement systems 
are not demonstrated to be effective at meeting current odor abatement requirements, 
alternate systems, including closed air circulation systems with carbon filtration, could be 
required. 
 
Based on the City’s experience with the vapor phase systems in the Carpinteria Valley, we 
remain skeptical that such systems are adequate by themselves to prevent nuisance odors 
from escaping and affecting neighboring residents and uses. It may very well be that escaping 
odors from large-scale mixed-light cannabis cultivation activities occurring in immediate 
adjacency to sensitive receptors, including schools and residences, can only be successfully 
abated through more intensive odor abatement technologies, such as sealed greenhouses 
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with carbon filtration and increasing the physical separation between cultivation facilities and 
nearby receptors. The CUP process would permit decision-makers to conditions projects with 
site-specific mitigation or design considerations, such as required buffers, setbacks or caps on 
acreage, or through a combination of one or more odor abatement technologies and site 
design standards, working in concert to successfully abate odors. The proposed amended 
odor abatement plan requirements would put the onus on the cultivators to demonstrate that 
their proposed odor control plan can meet the higher bar of being found to not be detrimental 
to the comfort, convenience, general welfare, health, and safety of the neighborhood; and be 
found to be compatible with the surrounding area. Where deemed necessary to address land 
use compatibility issues, the County decision-makers would have the authority to impose 
additional and/or more stringent operating requirements to meet the intent of the requirement. 
The amended language and CUP requirement would also give County decision-makers 
clearer authority over all cannabis cultivation permits to require ongoing monitoring, 
regular reporting and when needed, enforcement tools for verifying ongoing operational 
odor abatement compliance. 
 
Should the Board wish to explore or consider other strategies to regulate the size, extent, 
location, or density of commercial cannabis cultivation activities throughout the County, we 
would urge the Board to review the City’s past comment letters submitted to the Planning 
Commission, which are attached to this Letter.   
 
Lastly, it is important to also remind the Board and staff that, as currently drafted, the 
recommended amendments to the CZO concerning CUPs and odor abatement plans would 
not address the current nuisance odors originating from “legal nonconforming” cultivators that 
do not yet have their respective land use permits for their cannabis cultivation operations. The 
Board must take immediate action to address cannabis odors for “legal nonconforming” 
operators through an amendment to Article X in order to be effective in the communities most 
affected by cannabis odors. Amending the CZO only changes what is required of cannabis 
operations once they receive their respective land use permits. Given the slow progress to 
date at moving most of the pending permit applications through the entitlement process, it is 
impossible to know whether or when existing “legal nonconforming” operators will obtain their 
necessary permits and (finally) become subject to the County’s cannabis ordinance 
requirements. Thus, the Board should direct staff and the Planning Commission to craft 
a proposed Ordinance amendment to Article X as previously proposed by Supervisor 
Williams at the July 16, 2019 Board hearing, to take immediate action to address 
cannabis odors for “legal nonconforming” operators. Such an amendment would have 
meaningful and immediate beneficial impacts for communities, such as Carpinteria, that 
experience a high concentration of “legal nonconforming” cannabis cultivation operations with 
as-of-yet unregulated and unverified odor control systems that result in pervasive and ongoing 
nuisance odor impacts extending well beyond the property lines of the cultivation facilities and 
into nearby schools, parks and residential neighborhoods. 
 
We appreciate Board’s consideration of our comments and again wish to thank the Planning 
Commission for prioritizing more stringent permit requirements and odor control as the most 
important steps the Board should pursue in the effort to amend the current cannabis 
ordinances. We remain committed to working with County decision-makers and staff on the 
refinement of the cannabis ordinances. 
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Respectfully, 
 
 
Steve Goggia, Director 
Community Development Department 
805-755-4414 / steveg@ci.carpinteria.ca.us  
 
Enc. May 7, 2020 Memorandum from Director Plowman 
 City Letters to Planning Commission 
 
Cc. Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
 California Coastal Commission 

City Council Members 
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Memorandum  

Date: May 7, 2020 

 
To: Carpinteria Cannabis Growers 
 
From: Lisa Plowman 
 Planning & Development 
 
Subject: Odor Control 
 
 

 
Over the last three months the Planning & Development Department has 
received a substantial uptick in odor complaints with some residents saying that 
the odor is significantly worse than it had been in the previous months.  This has 
also been observed by Department staff.  It is our understanding that the 
increase in odor may have to do with non-functioning odor control, poorly 
designed or implemented odor control, outdoor processing, improper venting, 
and/or illegal grows (some within City boundaries).   
 
Please be advised that the Department takes this increase in complaints about 
odor very seriously and we want to reiterate that odor must be adequately 
addressed.  For example, we are concerned that some of the growers vent their 
greenhouses through the sides allowing odors to escape without proper 
treatment.  This type of facility will need to adjust their odor control infrastructure 
to ensure that the odor is actually being addressed before it leaves the site.   
 
As you know, the Land Use Development Code states the following:   

 
Section 35.42.075.C.6. Odor Abatement Plan. 
 
The applicant for cultivation, nursery, manufacturing (volatile and non-volatile), 
microbusiness, and/or distribution permits, shall (1) prepare and submit to the 
Department for review and approval, and (2) implement, an Odor Abatement Plan. No 
odor abatement plan shall be  required  in  AG-II  zoning,  unless  a  CUP  is  required.    
The  Odor  Abatement  Plan  must  prevent odors  from  being  experienced  within  
residential  zones,  as determined  by  the  Director.   The Odor Abatement Plan  shall  
be  implemented  prior  to  the  issuance  of  final  building  and/or  grading inspection 
and/or throughout operation of the project, as applicable.    
 
The Odor Abatement Plan must include the following:  
 
a. A floor plan, specifying locations of odor-emitting activity(ies) and emissions.  
b. A description of the specific odor-emitting activity(ies) that will occur. 

 



 

c. A  description  of  the  phases  (e.g.,  frequency  and  length  of  each  phase)  of  
odor-emitting activity(ies). 

d. A  description  of  all  equipment  and  methods  to  be  used  for  reducing  odors.    A  
Professional Engineer  or  a  Certified  Industrial  Hygienist  must  review  and  certify  
that  the  equipment  and methods  to  be  used  for  reducing  odors  are  consistent  
with  accepted  and  available  industry-specific best control technologies and 
methods designed to mitigate odor.  

e. Approved  odor  control  systems,  subject  to  certification  as  required  in  
Subsection  d  above, may include, but are not limited to: 
(1) Activated carbon filtration systems. 
(2) Vapor-phase systems. Vapor-phase systems must comply with the following: 

(a) The resulting odors must be odor-neutralizing, not odor-masking. 
(b) The technology must not be utilized in excessive amounts to produce a 

differing scent (such as pine or citrus). 
(c) Use of these systems must have supporting documentation to demonstrate 

that the systems meet United States Environmental Protection Agency’s 
Acute Exposure Guideline Levels or similar public health threshold. 

(3) Other odor controls systems or project siting practices that demonstrate 
effectiveness in controlling odors. 

 
 

If it is found that certain odor abatement systems are not effective at “preventing 
odors from being experienced within residential zones”, the Department will 
require the use of an alternative system that is consistent with the Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) which could include a closed air circulation system 
with carbon filtration. 
 
If you have any questions about the information contained herein, please contact 
my office at 805-568-2086. 
 
g:\group\admin\wp\director\cannabis\memo re odor control.doc 
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March 3, 2020 
 
Honorable Laura Bridley, Chair 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
c/o Planning and Development, Hearing Support 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re:  March 4, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda 

Standard Agenda Item No. 2, Cannabis Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
 
Honorable Chair Bridley: 
 
The City of Carpinteria (“City”) wishes to go on record as being in support of the Santa Barbara 
County Planning Commission’s ongoing efforts related to possible amendments to the County’s 
Cannabis Zoning Ordinance regulations. We are encouraged to see that many of the 
recommendations from the City’s previous January 21, 2020 letter to your Commission (attached 
hereto as Attachment A) continue to be reflected in the table of recommended options included in 
the staff memorandum for further consideration. 
 
In particular, we want to share our support for efforts that would require odor control for existing 
“legal nonconforming” operations, and amendments that would strengthen the efficacy and 
enforceability of odor control requirements for all operations. We also support recommendations 
that strengthen permit requirements for all cannabis projects. 
 
To aid in the Commission’s ongoing deliberations, we would like to share some additional insights 
and suggestions related to the Commission’s list of recommendations based on our experiences in 
the Carpinteria Valley. Many of these bulleted items are further supported by the comments in our 
January 21st letter: 
 

 Odor Control. Nuisance and possible public health impacts related to cannabis odors and 

odor control techniques remain the top priority issue for the City of Carpinteria. Meaningful 

progress on improving the odor issues in Carpinteria is imminently critical; maintaining the 

status quo is unacceptable. 

 

o Objective verification of compliance with odor control requirements, measured at the 

property line of the parcel upon which cannabis cultivation is occurring, provides the 

clearest, most enforceable means of ensuring nuisance odors do not escape 

cannabis operations. Ongoing compliance monitoring is absolutely critical to the 

efficacy of any odor control requirements. 

o City of Carpinteria staff met with Assistant County CEO Melekian and Air Pollution 

Control District (“APCD”) staff to discuss opportunities for APCD staff to play a more 

active role in permit review and nuisance odor control in the County in a manner that 

could leverage APCD’s resources and knowledge toward addressing ongoing 
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nuisance odor impacts. Among other things, we understand APCD staff has been 

looking into possible technologies that could aid in objectively measuring and 

quantifying odor control compliance of individual operations. We understand that 

discussions between County and APCD staff remain ongoing but wish to reiterate 

our support for this type of inter-agency coordination. 

o Sealed greenhouses and carbon filtration appear to remain the “gold standard” for 

effective odor control. It is our understanding that at least one provisionally licensed 

cannabis cultivation operation in the Carpinteria Valley is using this method on a 

retrofitted greenhouse, thus demonstrating that it is indeed feasible to do so for 

others. We believe requiring sealed greenhouses and carbon filtration should be 

strongly considered for cultivation facilities located near urbanized land uses. Short 

of that, we support the Commission’s consideration of ordinance amendments that 

would incentivize such upgrades to odor control systems. Open sided, and 

extensively vented greenhouses, such as the examples included in our previous 

January 21st letter are entirely inadequate for commercial cannabis cultivation 

activity in close proximity to urban land uses. 

o The table in Attachment 1 to the Staff memorandum for this item suggests in several 

instances that “all growers in Carpinteria Valley purportedly have odor control.” If this 

in fact is true, a visit to the Carpinteria Valley on any given morning or evening will 

demonstrate that the odor control techniques being allegedly employed remain 

largely inadequate. Strong cannabis odors persist in multiple areas throughout the 

Valley. This reinforces the fact that simply requiring odor control of existing “legal 

nonconforming” uses is not enough; compliance monitoring and enforcement for 

“legal nonconforming” operations is needed. 

o At the last Commission meeting discussion on this item, County planning staff 

suggested that existing “legal nonconforming” growers could not install or be 

required to install odor control without possibly jeopardizing their “legal 

nonconforming” status since installation of such systems would likely require 

issuance of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Considering the same staff is now 

claiming that all growers in the Carpinteria Valley purportedly have odor control, 

despite the County having only issued CDPs to a small fraction of the operations, it 

would appear that either: a.) a CDP is not in fact required and therefore an 

operation’s “legal nonconforming” status would not jeopardized by being required to 

install and maintain odor control; or b.) a CDP is required and yet all or most of the 

cultivators in the Valley somehow still managed to install odor control systems 

without running afoul of the limitations of their “legal nonconforming” status. In either 

case, something appears to be amiss with the information provided by staff and 

seems to unnecessarily discourage further consideration of such requirements. 

Addressing odor issues with existing “legal nonconforming” operations is arguably 

the most critical action the County could take to remedying cannabis-related 

complaints in the Carpinteria Valley. 

 

 Permit Requirements. More stringent permit requirements serve to ensure that the 

potential impacts of commercial cannabis operations are properly identified and addressed 

in an open forum where those impacted by such uses have an opportunity to have their 
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voices heard. Requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for all cannabis operations affords 

the Commission greater discretion over the permitting and conditioning of such uses to 

effectively address potential impacts, allows for greater public participation, and may, 

inadvertently, streamline the permitting processes for applicants by reducing the number of 

steps in the permitting process and limiting opportunities for multiple sequential appeals. 

 

We continue to believe that consideration should also be given to efforts to limit or 

discourage the over-concentration of cannabis operations in confined geographic areas like 

the Carpinteria Valley, and especially in close proximity to urbanized land uses. We 

recognize the intent of exploring possible overlay districts for cannabis activities is to identify 

areas where cannabis operations could locate with less potential for land use conflicts in 

exchange for a simpler permitting process. However, given the infrastructure already in 

place in Carpinteria, it seems unlikely that such overlay districts would do anything to diffuse 

the over-concentration already occurring here and likely to intensify should all pending 

permit applications eventually be granted. Thus, we urge the Commission to also consider 

tools that would directly address the over-concentration issues where they are already 

occurring, such as mandatory buffers from urbanized land uses, and/or acreage caps on 

individual growing operations. 

 

 Legal Nonconforming Status. We’ve heard Assistant County CEO Melekian comment on 

several recent occasions that investigation and enforcement actions on operations claiming 

“legal nonconforming” status would be a priority action of the cannabis compliance team 

going forward. We applaud this effort and encourage County staff to not only investigate the 

validity of claims of legal nonconforming status, but to also ensure that those truly qualifying 

as legal nonconforming have not illegally expanded their operations beyond the scope of 

the operation at the time legal nonconforming status was conferred. The burden of proof 

must be placed on the applicant to demonstrate their valid “legal nonconforming” status and 

the scope of their claimed vested rights. The recent enforcement case involving Mr. Brand’s 

Arroyo Verde Farms in Carpinteria underscores the types of illicit facilities expansion and 

unpermitted activities that is likely occurring in these mostly unregulated “legal 

nonconforming” operations. Investigation and enforcement actions on claimed “legal 

nonconforming” operations is particularly timely as many of the operations’ provisional 

licenses are set to expire soon. 

 

 Permit Processing. We continue to have several concerns with the permit processing of 

commercial cannabis applications: 

 

o Unresponsive applicants or inactive permit applications cannot remain in an 

“awaiting applicant action” status indefinitely. Given a reasonable amount of time, 

consistent with the Permit Streamlining Act and any County administrative practices, 

inactive or incomplete applications should be closed out and any associated 

provisional licenses revoked. Non-cooperative or non-compliant applicants cannot 

be rewarded with the ability to continue to operate under constantly-extended state 

provisional licenses while remaining outside of the County’s regulatory authority. The 

current practice where applicants have no incentive to efficiently complete the 
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permitting process only serves to undermine the County’s efforts to bring the 

commercial cannabis industry into regulatory compliance. 

o We understand that investigating the permit status of existing structures and 

improvements on properties where commercial cannabis activities are proposed is 

cited as one of the reasons for protracted permit processing times, and we see that 

one of the actions being contemplated by the Planning Commission is to reconsider 

this practice, presumably in an effort to speed up the permitting process and bring 

existing operations into compliance with current requirements sooner. This is a 

laudable endeavor, however, having reviewed all or most of the pending applications 

for cannabis cultivation facilities in the Carpinteria Valley, it is apparent that many of 

the prospective properties have multiple, and in some cases, extensive unpermitted 

structures and zoning or building violations. In light of previous concerns the City has 

raised with respect to the amount of greenhouse structures located in the Carpinteria 

Agriculture Overlay compared to what County staff believes is actually permitted, we 

respectfully disagree with this recommendation to do away with zoning compliance 

investigations as part of the cannabis permit application review. Gaining compliance 

with the County’s cannabis regulations cannot and should not come at the expense 

of also ensuring compliance with other critical County regulations like the acreage 

caps on greenhouse-related construction in the Carpinteria Valley.  

o We previously raised questions about the County’s reliance on an uncertified 

environmental document (Program EIR for the Coastal Zone) for CEQA compliance 

review of individual permit applications within the Coastal Zone. To date we have not 

seen a formal response from County staff to these questions other than a statement 

at the October 2, 2019 Planning Commission workshop that staff would look into the 

matter further and report back. We continue to believe this is an important 

procedural question both for pending CDP applications in the Coastal Zone and for 

any contemplated amendments to Article II’s cannabis regulations. 

 
Once again, we appreciate your Commission’s willingness to listen to the City’s concerns and 
recommendations, and your commitment to improving the cannabis regulatory program for the 
benefit of all residents of Santa Barbara County. The City looks forward to continuing to work with 
the County on these matters.  
 
Yours, 
 
 
Steve Goggia, Community Development Director 
City of Carpinteria 
 
Enc. January 21, 2020 letter to County Planning Commission 
 
Cc. Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

City Council Members 
 Steve Goggia, Community Development Director 
 California Coastal Commission 
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March 24, 2020 
 
Honorable Laura Bridley, Chair 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
c/o Planning and Development, Hearing Support 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re:  March 25, 2020 Planning Commission Agenda 

Standard Agenda Item No. 2, Cannabis Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
 
Honorable Chair Bridley: 
 
The City of Carpinteria (“City”) is in support of staff’s proposed Planning Commission Resolution 
recommending to the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) that the Board amend the County Land Use 
Development Code (“LUDC”) and Coastal Zoning Ordinance (“CZO”) to include a development 
standard that no cannabis odors shall be detectable off the lot where the cannabis activity is 
permitted.  The City appreciates this effort and respectfully offers the following recommendations to 
strengthen the Planning Commission Resolution: 
 
The Resolution must recommend establishment of an objective method for measuring 

compliance, with a robust and ongoing monitoring program, to ensure that an odor control 

standard is enforceable. 

 
Requiring and enforcing cannabis odors to not be detectable beyond the property line will go a long 
ways toward addressing many of the nuisance complaints coming from the Carpinteria area. The 
City encourages the Planning Commission (“Commission”) and County staff to include in the 
Resolution additional recommended direction with respect to achieving and monitoring this 
contemplated new odor control development standard. The City previously submitted a letter to the 
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (“APCD”) on November 25, 2019 and 
subsequently met with APCD staff and Assistant County CEO Melekian to discuss opportunities for 
APCD staff to take an active role in regulating and monitoring equipment used in cannabis 
cultivation, including odor abatement technologies. The City continues to believe that the County 
should leverage the APCD’s expertise with air quality matters in the development and operation of 
an objective regulatory odor control program. Establishing an objective method for measuring 
compliance, and ensuring a robust and ongoing monitoring program is paramount to the effective 
and successful implementation and enforcement of this standard. 
 
The Resolution must recommend that the Board take immediate action to address cannabis 
odors for “legal nonconforming” operators through an amendment to Article X in order to 
be effective in the communities most affected by cannabis odors. 
 
It is important to also remind the Commission and staff that, as currently drafted, the recommended 
amendments to the LUDC and CZO concerning odor control would not address the current 
nuisance odors originating from “legal nonconforming” cultivators that do not yet have their 
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respective land use permits for their cannabis cultivation operations. Amending the LUDC and 
CZO only changes what is required of cannabis operations once they receive their respective land 
use permits. Given the slow progress to date at moving most of the pending permit applications 
through the entitlement process, it is impossible to know when existing “legal nonconforming” 
operators will obtain their necessary permits and (finally) become subject to the County’s cannabis 
ordinance requirements. Thus, it behooves the Commission to include in their Resolution a 
recommendation that the Board take immediate action to address cannabis odors for “legal 
nonconforming” operators through an amendment to Article X as previously proposed by 
Supervisor Williams at the July 16, 2019 Board hearing and discussed in past meetings by your 
Commission. Such an amendment would have meaningful and immediate beneficial impacts for 
communities, such as Carpinteria, that experience a high concentration of “legal nonconforming” 
cannabis cultivation operations with as-of-yet unregulated and unverified odor control systems that 
result in pervasive and ongoing nuisance odor impacts extending well beyond the property lines of 
the cultivation facilities and into nearby schools, parks and residential neighborhoods. 
 
We appreciate your Commission’s consideration of our comments and again wish to thank the 
Commission for prioritizing more stringent odor control as the first step the Board should pursue in 
the effort to amend the current cannabis ordinances. We remain committed to working with County 
decision-makers and staff on additional opportunities for refinement of the cannabis ordinances 
and look forward to participating in future meetings to discuss the remaining suite of options under 
consideration by your Commission. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Steve Goggia, Director 
Community Development Department 
805-755-4414 / steveg@ci.carpinteria.ca.us  
 
 
Cc. Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

City Council Members 
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